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TOBACCO BILL/Comprehensive Anti-Drug Program

SUBJECT: National Tobacco Policy and Youth Smoking Reduction Act . . . S. 1415. Lott (for Coverdell/Craig)
amendment No. 2451 to the Daschle (for Durbin) amendment No. 2437, as amended, to the instructions
(Gramm amendment No. 2436) to the Gramm motion to recommit the Commerce Committee modified
substitute amendment No. 2420.

ACTION: AMENDMENT AGREED TO, 52-46

SYNOPSIS:  The "Commerce-2" committee substitute amendment (see NOTE in vote No. 142) to S. 1415, the Natio
Tobacco Polig and Youth Smokig Reduction Act, will raisepito $265.0 billion over 19ears and pito $885.6

billion over 25years from tobacco cquary "payments” (assessments) and from "look-bgmkialties that will be iosed on

tobacco cormpanies if thg fail to reduce undege use of tobacgaroducts. Most of the mogewvill come from the rquiredpayments

($755.67 billion over 2%years). Additional sums will be raised from other fines pamalties on tobacco cgmanies, and the

requiredpayments will be hiher if volume reduction tgets on tobacco use are not met. The tobaccpanies will be rquired

to pass on the entire cost of thayments to their consumers, who aregnarily low-income Americans. BJoint Tax Committee

(JTC) estimates, therice of apack of cparettes that costs $1.98 now will rise to $4.826007. The amendment willqaire the

"net" amount raised, as estimatedtbe Treaswy Department, to bglaced in a new tobacco trust fund. (The net amount will be

equal to the total amount collected minuy aeductions in other Federal revenue collections that will occur as a result of irgcreasin

tobaccaorices. For instance, income tax collections will decline because there will be less taxable income in thg.€doadifiC

estimates that the amendment will raigeta $232.4 billion over ears, but oyl $131.8 billion net. Extendgnthe JTC's

assunptions throgh 25years, a total of $514.2 billion net will be collected. The amendment willreeall of that mongto be

spent; 56percent of it will be direct (mandatgrspendirg. The Federal Government wilive States 4@ercent of the funds and

will spend 60percent. Medicare will naget ary of the fundiig in the first 10years unless actual revenues agadi than estimated

in this amendment (in contrast, the Sermesed buget resolution rguired aly Federal share of funds from tobaccgidéation

(See other side)
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to be used to strgthen Medicare; see vote No. 84).

The Gramm motion to recommit with instructions would direct the Commerce Committpertdhe bill back with the inclusion
of the amendments alrgaegreed to and the Gramm amendment No. 2437. The Gramm amendment wptitieGugg/Leaty
amendment (see NOTE below) and would eliminate the rgapenaly in the tax code on cples earnig less than $50,008er
year. (Under current law, all marripdaple are taxed at adtier rate than tlyewould be if thg were sigle and their income were
divided between them). The Gramm amendment would increase the deduction for mapleesiezonig less than $50,000 so as
to eliminate thepenally, and would amend the Earned Income Credit (EIC) to ensure that ingrdesideduction would not
decrease d@ibility for the EIC. The tax relief for low income families that woulgtmsided ty this amendment in the firstygars
would be pproximatel/ equal to one-third of the revenues raisgutie bill.

The Durbin amendment, as amended, woultltica look-baclpenalties at $7.7 billion annugland would shift the burden of
thosepenalties on to those cqanies that have brands that do not meeytith smokig reduction tagets (see vote No. 149 for
details).

The Coverdell/Craig amendmentto the Durbin amendment, as amended, would add treefBbae Neghborhoods Act, which
would enact the followig

e for each of fiscalears (FYs) 1999-2003 for dyunterdiction activities, the Customs Service would receive an additional
$500,000, the Coast Guard would receive an additional $400,000, and the Defesrsa®w# would receive $470,000;

® acts of violence committed while eludimspection or otherwise committed while entgrthe United States would be Federal
felony offenses;

® operators of vessels who failed to gteeFederal law enforcement officer’'s order to heave to, who obstructed gpardirino
gave false information garding the vessel or the vessel's crewgeaior destination, could be fined orprisoned for p to Syears
and the vessel could be seized; simpkmalties would japly to aircraftpilots enterimg the United States;

® a civil penaly of up to $25,000 wouldply, and a vessel could be forfeited, for fajlito conply with a boardig by a law
enforcement officer;

e for each of FYs 1999-2003 the number of Border Patgehfs would be increased hot less than 1,500 full-timgents, and
by 2003 there would be at least 15,000 m@enés than there are piesent;

® a Border Patrol gent would not be allowed to §t@pursuit of a susect without @prehendirg that supect unless State or
local law enforcement authorities hgined thepursuit and had the spesct in visual rage;

e drug interdiction would be made a function of the Border Patrol, which would bgtaa piiority as stpping illegal entry;

® authoriy to rotate dut stations for Customs Service plsyees would be increased,;

e procedures would be established to eliminate elaments of collective bgaining agreements that were found to have an
adverse irpact yon the interdiction of contraband, includioontrolled substances;

® a demonstratioprogram would be established poovide voluntay drug testirg for teens and other first-timgjicants for
driver’s licenses;

® $10 million ingrants for each of FYs 1999-2003 woulddieen to States that hamograms: that made it ilal to drive with
any measurable amount of an gk drug in the driver’'s boy; that allowed the spgnsion of a driver’s license if the driver's
abilities were inpaired ty an illegal drug; and that allowed the spension of a driver’s license for yone convicted of a dod
related criminal offense;

® |ocal educationalgencies would bpermitted to use gnFederal funds thereceived to let parent transfer a student who was
the victim of a violent crime, includgna drig-related crime, at public school to ay in-State school of thearent’s choosig,
whetherpublic, private, or relgious;

® teachers and students who were victims of crinpeilalic schools would be gjible for conpensation under the Victims of
Crime Act, and a witnegzotection demonstratigorogram for teachers and students would be enacted;

® grants would bgiven for innovativeorograms to inprove safeg for teachers and students;

® grants would begjiven for parental-consent dgutestirg demonstratiomrojects;

® a student’s dljibility for Federal studemrants and loans would be paaded if that student were convicted of egehelated
felony offense; eljibility would bepermanent lost for a third offense involvinuse or a second offense involyisales;

e demonstratiomgrants would begiven to hep small businesses start drfree worlkplaceprograms;

e grants would bgjiven for communi drug-preventionprograms that mobilizegarents tqrevent illegal druy use;

® no Federal funds would be “used to gavut or syport, directly or indirecty, ary program of distributig sterile lypodermic
needles oryginges to individuals for theypodermic inection of ay illegal drug”;

e for each of FYs 1999-2003 for anti-drlaw enforcement activities, an additional $300 million wouldjiken to the Drg
Enforcement Administration (DEA) and an additional $200 million wouldilen to the Federal Bureau of Invegtiion (FBI);

® incentivegrants would begjiven to encourge States to startgestrationprograms for convicted dgidealers;

e the President would bequired to develp 2-year and 4¢ear National Drg Control Stratgies to reduce dgiabuse; and

e the President would beqaired to make annualperts on the level of dgiabuse ¥ children ges 12-17.
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Fundirg for the amendment would be from the tobacco trust fund establighdisAct. All funding would be discretiongr
certain minimum allocations for othepopriated pendirg in the bill would be removed so that @pess eaclyear could
determine the amount of fundjto give to each of the authorizegendirg programs.

NOTE: Two Grgg/Lealy amendments wemgendirg at the time of the vote (see vote No. 145).

Those favoringthe amendment contended:

When President Rgan took office, more than half of all twelfnaders had used ithal drugs within thepreviousyear, and more
than 30percent had used i@l drugs besides mgtana. Thos@ercentges steadyl declined throgh the Regan and Bush
presidencies. 81991, thg had declined to 29 dercent and 16.@ercent, regectively. Teen smokig rates also declined dugn
those samgears. The Remn and Buslpresidencies were markeg tough interdiction and law enforcement effortmanst illegal
drug use, and the uncgromising moral stand of First LadReayan, with her just sg§ no” canpaign for teens on the use ofyan
drug, legal or illegal, by teens. Then President Clinton was elected. He viyteéithinated the Drg Czar office, cut interdiction
funding in half, and slashed fundirfor the Coast Guard. (Reblicans were able to reverse those trends whegntdia& control
of Corgress, but when Democrats had full control for a years thg went on goro-illegal drugy ranpage). When Clinton ran for
President, he said he had smoked jmana, but claimed that he did not inhale. After he was elected, he went on MTV and told i
millions of teenge viewers that he wished he had inhaled. Most rgceh#d Clinton Administration hgsoposed Federal fundin
to give hypodermic needles to dguaddicts. President Clinton’s megsaon drgs, which was heartil sypported ly liberal
Democrats in Cogress, was read loudland cleagt by America’syouth. In 1991, before President Clinton took office, the
percentge of eghth-graders who smokedgarettes in th@ast 30 dgs had declined to 14 &rcent, and thpercentge who used
illegal drugs had declined to 5percent. After 5.%ears of Clinton “leaderspy’ those numbers have climbed to 1petcent and
12.9percent. The coparable 1991 statistics for tenghaders are 20.8ercent and 29.Bercent for gjarettes and 11@ercent and
23.0percent for drgs, and for twelfthgraders thg are 28.3percent and 36.percent for ajarettes and 16.dercent and 26.2
percent for illggal drugs. In 1997, 42.percent of twelfthgraders used ilgal drugs within thepreviousyear. Some of the most
frightenirg statistics involve the most dagiag drugs. For instance, in 1997, 1Jp8rcent of ajhth-gradersjunior high school
students, used inhalants, which can cause extepsivaanent brain darga and death. (The above statistics are from the Universit
of Michigan’s Monitorirg the Future Stug. In nominal terms, President Raa’s and Bush'’s war on dys reduced the number
of children ged 12-17 who use ilt@al drugs from 3.3 million to 1 million. Toda since the abandonment of that war, the number
has climbed gain to more than 2 million.

Evely year, thousands of children who usegéledrugs die horrible deaths, not 30, 40, on&@rs later, but while tlyeare still
children. Tens of thousands more childrepg their futures ¥ crippling their minds and their health. These children become
hopeless addicts, dpping out of school, steal@ assaultig and killing pegple, prostituting themselves, dogarything they can
to get the hge amount of mongethey need to by the drgs that destiypthem. Which is worse--to smoke ganiette within thepast
30 dagys and drive a car or to take LSD and drive? Innopegtle are not killed i teenge drivers who are gh from smokim
cigarettes. Go to arhigh school in America, urban, rural, or suburban, and ask students wheagdtesproblems are that teens
face todg, and weguarantee that one of the first and loudegparses will be drg abuse, because students gwérere have
classmates who are draddicts. Gyarette smokig is, rightly, a much lower concern.

Most kids who use illgal drugs also smoke garettes. The common assption inyearspast was that garette smokig was the
“gatewa” drug to the use of illgal drugs. Since President Clinton was elected, ghothe rate of teen i@l drug use has climbed
much faster than the rate of teen smgkand evidence exists that at least some tegamatie use is the result of djal drug use.
For instance, the New York Timespoeted on Aril 22 that black teergers now smoke garettes because théelieve that it
enhances the effects of the maaiha thg also smoke. Perpa President Clinton will finall gpologize for his inexcusable comment
that he had wished he had inhaled, now that it has been revealed thzmaas ajatewa drug to tobacco.

Lastyear gproximately 21 percent of twelfthgraders used hard iyl drugs, and another 2dercent used mgtiana. Some
Senators manot be concerned about njadna use. Themay not be troubledyPresident Clinton’s endorsement of inhglihis
illegal substance. Tleshould be aware that Igierm marjuana smokers @erience mawy of the same rgératory problems as
tobacco smokers. Pegigthat is because the amount of tar inhajeshérjuana smokers and the level of carbon monoxide absorbed
are three to five timegreater than for tobacco smokers. Like tobacco, it tmm out that mapuana is a slow killer, and with its
higher tar and carbon monoxide effects, itymaanae to kill a ot hgherpercentge of its users.

llegal drug use vey likely has more severe Igiterm health effects than tobacco use, andqtiestionaby} causes astronomicall
greater harm in the short term. This bill, tighutotally ignores theoroblem. The President and his libergbparters in Cogress
have nothig to sa about drgs, excet how much thg like the idea ofjiving clean needles to dyaddicts. We have offered the
Coverdell/Crag amendment to correct this bill’s totalghect of the need to reduce ijal drug use ly teengers, and instead of
conplementirg theproposal for its obvious merits, thdavejust conplained that it would interfere with thgitans to pend the
moneg/ on othemovernmenprograms.
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We obviousy have differenpriorities than our collegues. We believe that §iping the drg epidemic, which is reachmj1970's
proportions, is a much more cqelling concern than fundgtheprojects on which our collgaes haveroposed pendirg money.
For instance, our collgaes want to increase fundifor the Child Care Devement blockgrant, and in the committeepat they
have sggested an increase of $4 billiper year. This would helthe minoriy of families whopay for child care. Of course, of
that minoriy, mary families are forced tpay for child care because bathrents must work in order pay the hwe government
tax burden. Sevenpercent ofparents do ngiut their children into institutional gaare, and more than half of those who do would
prefer to raise their children at home but are forgeddmnomic circumstances to work. Our calléss are all copassion--instead
of relieving the tax burden, grassirg the Famiy Friendly Workplace Act so thaparents can arrge their schedules so thean
take care of their own kids, thénstead want to increase institutionaydare fundiig. We do not thinigovernment should be
involved in rearig children--it does not “take a villg” to raise a child, nor does it “take a bureaugras our collegues seem
to believe--it takes lovimparents.

This point is vey relevant to this debate. Our colig@s, inproposirg this bill, insisted thg were not tying to raise mongto
spend--thg wanted to increase the cost @arettes because thevere convinced thatdtierprices would lower teen consyption.
We have found little research evidenceitove that teen smokiywould be affectedypaprice increase; the most charitabjins
would be to sathat it is inconclusive, because the most extensivejtlatinal studies have found that it would not be affected.
However, thapoint aside, as soon as weposed this amendment our colleias suddeglcharged their tune--now thependirg
in this bill is vey important. Spposedy, funding daycare isgoing to st kids from smokig and/or usig drugs. We doubt it. Teens
smoke ajarettes, and use dys} primarily due topeerpressure. The most effective ywi counteracpeerpressure is to have an
active, lovirg parentgiving guidance. In the National Laitudinal Stug of Adolescent Health, researchers conducted agoive
90,000 studentgrades 7 throgh 12, and concluded that tegaes who had str@gnemotional attachments to thparents, and who
hadparentgresent at ketimes--after school, dinner, bedtime, and before school--were much lesgdikek drgs or use tobacco.
Most parents take care of their children; mpatents who have their children in institutional sgimvish that the did not;
researchers have found that hgymarents take care of their children reduces teegaind tobacco use; wiwould our collegues
then conclude that we should discagdobacco useyfunding daycare instead of fundipefforts toget parents more involved
in discourging drug and tobacco use?

Some of us who gport this amendment pport this bill; others of us do not. Werae, however, that iligal drug use ly
teengers is an enormous and immediateblem that should be addressed in this bill. The Coverdelly@maendment would once
again have the United States declare war oigsirWe uge our collegues to spport this amendment.

Those opposinghe amendment contended:

This bill is about stpping teens from smokiptobacco. It will inpose costs on smokers to discagghem from smokig but
it will also impose those costs to raise mgne fund anti-tobaccprograms. This bill contains fundirfor health research, for anti-
tobacco advertisiy for smokirg cessatiomprograms, and for dacare for children. The cqmehensive pproach taken Y this bill
is needed. In the firstyeears, $65 billion will be raised. Under this bill, g&rcent of that monewill go to the States, and tobacco
farmers willget their transition assistance. That monal be provided as mandatpispendirg. Of the remainder, $3 billion will
be used to copensate veterans for smogirelated ilinesses, anotherdaramount will be takenyithe Gramm marrige penaly
relief if it is passed, and, if the Coverdell amendmepaissed, another $15 billion will be usqa Basicaly, if we agree to these
amendments, there will not beyamoney left for anti-tobaccg@rograms. We cannot pport that result. Evgryear there are 418,000
smokirg-related deaths in America, and almost all smokers start whearh@ their teens. We therefore need to ensure that this
bill has adguate fundig for anti-smokiig programs. The Coverdell/Cigamendment would use @& lage portion of the available
funding. We therefore we its rgection.



